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Abstract

We study geometric characterizations of unbounded integer polynomial optimization prob-
lems. Unboundedness along a ray characterizes unbounded integer linear and quadratic opti-
mization problems with rational coefficients. We show that this is no longer true in degree three,
already in dimension three, in contrast with the continuous setting, where rays certify unbound-
edness up to degree three. To recover a ray-based certificate, we introduce thin rays, which
are rays with an arbitrarily small neighborhood. Our main result is that thin rays characterize
unboundedness for integer cubic optimization problems over arbitrary rational polyhedra, in ev-
ery dimension. As a special case, we obtain a characterization of unbounded integer quadratic
optimization problems with irrational coefficients, a setting in which thin rays are again nec-
essary. Degree three is also the threshold for certificates of this type: from degree four on, no
ray certifies unboundedness, even if we allow a neighborhood of any width around it, already in
dimension two and with rational coefficients. Together, these results give a complete picture of
when unboundedness of an integer polynomial optimization problem is certified by a ray, by a
thin ray, or by neither.
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unbounded rays
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1 Introduction

A central question in optimization is to characterize the conditions under which a problem becomes
unbounded. For both integer linear and integer quadratic optimization with rational data, this
question admits an elegant geometric answer: informally, a problem is unbounded if and only if it
is unbounded along some ray. This result has deep geometric significance: it shows that whenever
the objective diverges on the feasible points, it does so in the simplest possible manner, along a
single direction.

We now introduce some notation to state this result precisely. A polyhedron is a set of the form
P = {x eR": Az < b}, where A € R™*"™ and b € R™. We say that P is rational if A € Q™"
and b € Q™. A ray in R” is a set of the form R(y,d) = {y + Ad : A > 0}, for some y € R" and
some nonzero d € R™. A ray of a polyhedron P is defined as a ray R(y,d) fully contained in P,
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and this happens if and only if y € P, and d is in the recession cone of P, which we denote by
rec.cone(P) (see, e.g., [23]). The problems that we study in the first part of this introduction are
integer polynomial optimization problems with rational data, that is, problems of the form

inf {f(z):x €e PNZ"}, (1)

where P C R"™ is a rational polyhedron and f: R"™ — R is a polynomial function with rational
coefficients. Integer linear, quadratic, and cubic optimization are the special cases of problem in
which f has degree at most one, two, and three, respectively. We say that problem is unbounded
if f is unbounded below on P N Z"™. We can now formally state this known characterization for
integer linear and quadratic optimization. We refer the reader to theorem 5.1 in [22] for the linear
case and to theorem 4 in [I1] for the quadratic case.

Theorem 1. Let P C R"™ be a rational polyhedron and let f: R™ — R be a linear or quadratic
function with rational coefficients. Then f is unbounded below on PNZ"™, if and only if there exists
a ray R(y,d) of P such that f is unbounded below on R(y,d) N7Z".

In other words, Theorem [I| states that a problem of degree at most two is unbounded if
and only if it is unbounded along some ray of P. It is natural to ask whether the same holds for
problems of higher degree. It is simple to see that the answer is negative for problems of
degree four or higher, and in a strong sense: already in dimension two, unboundedness may be
certified by a parabola, but by no ray, even if we allow a neighborhood of any width around the
ray. In the statement, we denote by B. the ball in R™ centered at the origin with radius ¢, i.e.,

Be:={z e R": ||z]| <€}

Proposition 1. Let k > 4 be an integer. There exist a rational polyhedron P C R? and a polynomial
function f: R? — R of degree k with rational coefficients, such that f is unbounded below on PNZ?,
and for every ray R(y,d) of P and every constant e > 0, f is bounded below on PN (R(y,d) + Be).

The proof of Proposition [1| builds on a classical example of Frank and Wolfe [I7]. For prob-
lems of degree four or higher, any geometric characterization of unboundedness must therefore
involve more complex objects than rays, such as polynomial curves.

This leaves open the case of problems of degree three, which is the only one in which the
answer to the above question is not settled by Theorem (1| or by Proposition Here rays are
known to suffice only for n < 2, by theorem 1.3 in [12], while for every n > 3 the question was
open. It is instructive to first look at the continuous setting, that is, at the continuous relaxation
inf { f(x) : # € P} of problem (I, in which f is minimized over all points of P, rather than over its
integer points. In the continuous setting, an analogue of Theorem [1]is valid up to degree three: for
degree one, this is a basic fact of linear programming (see, e.g., [23]), while for degree two and three
it was proved in [24] and in [4], respectively. For polynomials of degree four or higher, instead, rays
do not certify unboundedness even in the continuous setting: this is proposition 5.3 in [4], and it
also follows from Proposition [I] where boundedness holds over the reals, and on neighborhoods of
rays of any width.

We first show that, in sharp contrast with the continuous setting, Theorem [I] does not extend
to problems of degree three, already for n = 3.

Proposition 2. There exist a rational polyhedron P C R? and a cubic polynomial f: R3 — R with
rational coefficients, such that f is unbounded below on P NZ3, and for every ray R(y,d) of P, f
is bounded below on R(y,d) N7Z>.

The failure of Theorem (1| for problems of degree three raises a fundamental question:



Can we give a geometric characterization of unbounded integer cubic optimization prob-
lems?

In the continuous setting, we have seen that rays certify unboundedness for problems of degree
three. In the integer setting, Proposition [2| rules them out, but for a reason of a specific kind: the
direction of the ray along which f is unbounded below may be irrational, and a ray with irrational
direction contains at most one integer point. This suggests that rays might still suffice, provided
we allow a neighborhood around each ray. Our main result shows that this is indeed the case.

Theorem 2. Let P CR" be a rational polyhedron and let f: R™ — R be a polynomial function of
degree at most three. Then f is unbounded below on P NZ"™, if and only if there exists a ray R(y, d)
of P such that, for every constant € > 0, f is unbounded below on P NZ" N (R(y,d) + Be).

We stress that the neighborhood in Theorem [2| can be taken arbitrarily small, since unbounded-
ness is required for every ¢ > 0, and not only for some fixed e. We refer to rays with an arbitrarily
small neighborhood as “thin rays.” Theorem 2]is tight in two respects: by Proposition [2]it fails with
€ = 0, and by Proposition (1| it does not extend to problems of degree four, already for n = 2,
where not even thin rays certify unboundedness. Together with Theorem [I| and the continuous
results recalled above, we obtain the complete picture for problem summarized in Table |1} the
integer and the continuous setting agree except in degree three, where rays must be replaced by
thin rays.

Table 1: Certificates of unboundedness for problem and for its continuous relaxation, by degree
kof f.

Degree &k  Continuous setting Integer setting

1 rays [23] rays [22]

2 rays [24] rays [L1]

3 rays [4] thin rays (Prop. |2, Thm.
>4 none [4] (Prop. none (Prop.

“Rays”: the problem is unbounded if and only if it is unbounded along some ray of P. “Thin rays”: rays
do not suffice, but thin rays do. “None”: neither rays nor thin rays suffice.

Theorem [2]is, to the best of our knowledge, the first structural result for integer cubic optimiza-
tion. This stands in stark contrast with the linear case, which has been extensively studied (see,
e.g., [23]), and with the quadratic case, which has attracted significant attention (see [2, [7, 8, 9} 10,
11}, 13, [14], 15, 16l 18] 20}, 21] and the references therein), while for higher degree the available results
are essentially algorithmic, such as the FPTAS in fixed dimension of [5 [6]. Thus, Theorem |2l marks
an important step toward a broader geometric understanding of integer polynomial optimization
beyond the quadratic case.

The “if” direction of Theorem [2] is immediate. We now outline the proof of the “only if”
direction, which is an iterated projection argument. Starting from a sequence of integer points of
‘P along which f tends to —oo, we successively project the sequence, along suitable limit directions,
onto faces of the recession cone of P of smaller and smaller dimension. The projected points are
in general not integer, and the main technical point is to show that they nevertheless inherit the
unboundedness of f. Each projection strictly decreases the dimension of the face, so the process
cannot continue indefinitely; and it stops only when a ray of P starting at an integer point along
which f is unbounded below has been found. The analysis rests on the interplay between the
tensor, matrix, and vector coefficients of f along the projection directions: unlike the linear and



quadratic cases, where vectors and matrices suffice, the cubic setting requires tensors, and we use
tensor notation, in particular tensor contractions, throughout the paper.

In the remainder of this introduction, we drop the rationality assumption on the coefficients of
the objective function, and we consider problems of the form

inf{f(x): 2 € PNZ"}, (2)

where P C R” is still a rational polyhedron, but f: R® — R is now a polynomial function with
arbitrary real coefficients. As before, problem is unbounded if f is unbounded below on P NZ".
Theorem |1| assumes rationality, whereas Theorem [2| does not, and therefore applies to problems
of degree at most three. This is of interest already in degree two, where rays are no longer sufficient,
even for n = 2.

Proposition 3. There exist a rational polyhedron P C R? and a quadratic polynomial f: R?> — R
with real coefficients, such that f is unbounded below on P NZ2, and for every ray R(y,d) of P, f
is bounded below on R(y,d) N Z2.

Thin rays, instead, do suffice: the special case of Theorem [2| in which f is quadratic reads as
follows.

Corollary 1. Let P C R" be a rational polyhedron and let f: R® — R be a quadratic function.
Then f is unbounded below on P NZ", if and only if there exists a ray R(y,d) of P such that, for
every constant € > 0, f is unbounded below on P NZ"™ N (R(y,d) + Be).

For rational coefficients, Corollary [I] follows immediately from Theorem [I} so its content lies
in the objective functions with irrational coefficients. For degree one, instead, Theorem (1| remains
valid for real coefficients, by standard arguments in integer linear optimization. Table[2]summarizes
the picture: in the continuous setting the rationality of the data plays no role, and the certificates
are the same as in Table [1} while in the integer setting the only difference from Table[l|is in degree
two, where rays must be replaced by thin rays.

Table 2: Certificates of unboundedness for problem and for its continuous relaxation, by degree
k of f.

Degree &k  Continuous setting Integer setting

1 rays [23] rays |

2 rays [4] th1n rays (Prop. |3 Cor
3 rays [4] thin rays ( Prop Thm
>4 none [4] (Prop. none Prop

Notation as in Table 11

This paper is organized as follows. Section [2| introduces the notation for linear, bilinear, and
trilinear forms, together with the contractions and norms that we use. In Section [3] we reduce the
“only if” direction of Theorem |2 to two propositions: Proposition [4] which produces a ray of P
starting at an integer point along which f is unbounded below, and Proposition [5] which turns that
ray into a thin ray. That section also contains the proof of Proposition [5} Section [4 contains the
proofs of Propositions and [3] the last two of which rely on Proposition [5] Section [f] gives a
direct proof of Corollary [I} which serves as a warm-up for the proof of Proposition [} Proposition [
which is the heart of the paper and completes the proof of Theorem [2] is proved in Section [6] which
opens with an overview of the argument.



2 Notation

In this section, we present our notation for linear, bilinear, and trilinear forms, which will be used
throughout the paper. We denote by N the set Z>; of positive integers.
Given a vector V € R™ and = € R"™, we denote by V[z] the linear form

Viz] = Zn: Vix;.
=1

Given a matrix M € R™*"™ and vectors z,y € R"™, we denote by M [z, y| the bilinear form
n
Mz, y] = Z Mijxiy;.
ij=1
Given a tensor T € R™*™*™ and vectors x,y, z € R", we denote by T[z,y, 2] the trilinear form
n
T[:L‘,y,z] = Z T‘zjk‘xlyjzk
i,5,k=1

If M is symmetric, i.e., M;; = Mj; for all ¢, j, then M[z,y] = My, z]. Similarly, if T" is symmetric,
meaning its entries are invariant under any permutation of the indices, then T'[x,y, z] is invariant
under any permutation of its arguments.

With this notation, every polynomial function of degree at most three can be written compactly.

Observation 1. Let f : R® — R be a polynomial function of degree at most three. Then, there
erist a symmetric tensor T € R™ ™" q symmetric matriz M € R™", a vector V € R", and a
constant ¢ € R such that

f(z) =Tx,z,z] + M[x,z] + V]z] + c.

Moreover, if f has rational coefficients, T', M, V', and c can be taken rational.
Proof. Let f:R"™ — R be a polynomial of degree at most three. Then f can be written as
n n n
fl@)= > apawjae+ Y Byziw; + Y viwi + ¢,
ig,k=1 ij=1 i=1

for some coefficients a;jx, 8;,7; € R and constant ¢ € R.
We define a symmetric tensor 7' € R™*™*" by symmetrizing the coefficients a;jz:

Tiji = — (i + Qg + ik + Qi + ij + i) -

6

Then T is symmetric, and for all x € R™, we have

n n
E , QijkTiZjTh = E Tijrxizjxy = Tx, x, x).
7:7j’k:1 l,j,kzl

Similarly, define a symmetric matrix M € R™*™ by
1
Mij = 5B + Bji)

5



so that
n n
Z ,Bijxixj = Z Mijx,-xj = M[m,x]
ij=1 ij=1

Finally, set V = (71,...,7)" € R". Then

n
Z vixi = Vix].
i=1
Putting everything together, we obtain
f(x) =T,z 2] + Mz, z] + Viz] + c.

If, moreover, f has rational coefficients, then i, Bij, 7, and ¢ can be taken rational, and so are
the entries of T', M, and V, since they are averages of the «;j; and of the 3;;, and coincide with
the ~;, respectively. ]

Next, we define standard contractions in matrix and tensor calculus. Let M € R™*" be a matrix
and let d € R™. We denote by M|[d] € R™ the contraction of M with the vector d along its second
index:

(M[d); := Y M;;d;.
j=1

Contraction along the first index is defined analogously. Tensor contractions are defined similarly.
Let T € R™ ™ " be a tensor and let u,v € R™. We denote by T[u,v] € R™ the contraction of T
with v and v along its second and third indices:

n
(Tu,v]); :== Z Tk
Jk=1

Contraction along any other pair of indices is defined similarly. If M is symmetric, then contractions
along the first and second indices coincide. Similarly, if T" is symmetric, all contractions coincide.
We conclude this section by defining the norms that we will use. Given a vector x € R", we
denote by |z| its Euclidean norm. Given a matrix M € R™*" we denote by | M|| its operator
norm
|M = sup |Mal]
reR™
[[=]]=1

so that |Mz| < ||M]| ||z] for every z € R". Given a square matrix M € R™"™ and a tensor
T € R"*™ " we define their spectral norms by

|[M||:= sup |Mlz,y],
z,yeR™
]| =llyll=1
|T| = sup T [x,y, 2]
z€R™

x?y?
llzll=llyll=ll=[=1

For a square matrix the two definitions agree, so the notation is unambiguous. By homogeneity,
|M[z,y]| < [[M]|[z] |yl and [T[z,y, z]| < [|T[|[[«[ [yl [|=], for every z,y,z € R", while [V]z]| <
IV ||x| for every V,x € R™, by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality.



3 From rays to thin rays

To establish Theorem [2], it suffices to prove the following two results:

Proposition 4. Let P be a rational polyhedron in R™, and let f : R™ — R be a polynomial function
of degree at most three that is unbounded below on P NZ"™. Then, there exists a ray R(y,d) of P
with y € Z™ such that f is unbounded below on R(y,d).

Proposition 5. Let P be a rational polyhedron in R™, and let f : R™ — R be a polynomial function
of degree at most three. Assume that there exists a ray R(y,d) of P with y € Z™ such that f is
unbounded below on R(y,d). Then, there exists y € P NZ"™ such that, for every constant € > 0, f
is unbounded below on P NZ" N (R(y,d) + Be).

Indeed, the “if” direction of Theorem [2] is trivial, since P N Z" N (R(y,d) + Bc) € P NZ"™,
while the “only if” direction follows by applying first Proposition [4] and then Proposition o} The
two propositions play very different roles. Proposition [ is the core of the paper: it states that
unboundedness on the integer points of P is always witnessed by a ray of P starting at an integer
point. Proposition [f] then shows that such a ray can be turned into a thin ray with the same
direction, possibly after changing its starting point, even when its direction is irrational. In this
section, we prove Proposition |5, for which we need some preparation.

We will rely on the following standard result; see, for example, proposition 1 in [10].

Lemma 1. Let A be a rational affine subspace of R"™ of dimension n’ with ANZ"™ # (). Then, there
exists a map 7™ : R" — R" of the form n(z') = & + Uz’ with & € Z" and U € Q"™ of full rank,
such that

A=m(R"),

ANZ* = x(Z™).

We also rely on the following result, which uses Dirichlet’s simultaneous approximation theo-

rem for rational polyhedra. For a discussion of the continued fraction method, see, for example,
section 6.1 in [23].

Lemma 2. Let P be a rational polyhedron in R", and let R(y,d) be a ray of P withy € Z™. Then,
for every € > 0 and every A > 0, there exists a vector in P NZ" at distance less than € from the
half-line {y +Ad:A> )\}.

Proof. Fix € > 0 and A > 0. Let P; denote the integer hull of P, i.e., P; = conv(P NZ"). It is well
known that Pj is a rational polyhedron with rec.cone(P;) = rec.cone(P); see theorem 16.1 in [23].
It follows that R(y,d) is a ray of Pr.

Let F be the smallest face of P; containing R(y,d). If F has dimension one, then, since F
is a face of the rational polyhedron P; that contains R(y,d), the vector d is a positive multiple
of an integer vector u parallel to F. As y € Z", it follows that y + ku € FNZ" C PNZ", for
every nonnegative integer k. Hence, the half-line {y +Ad:A> /_\} contains infinitely many vectors
in PN Z", and we are done. So we now assume that F has dimension at least two. Let A be the
smallest affine subspace of R™ containing F. Observe that each vector in the set {y + Ad : A > 0}
is in the relative interior of F: otherwise, one such vector would lie in a proper face of F, which
would then contain R(y, d), contradicting the minimality of F.

We claim that, by reducing e if necessary, we can assume that the vectors in A at distance less
than e from {y +Ad:A> 5\} are contained in F. If F = A there is nothing to prove, so we assume
F # A, and we write F = {3: € A:g;-rx < h; i€ {1,...,r}}, where r > 1, g; # 0 for every 1,



and no inequality is satisfied with equality by every point of F, so that the relative interior of F
is the set of vectors in A that satisfy all the inequalities strictly. Since d € rec.cone(F), we have
gid <0, thus h; — g] (y + Ad) > h; — g} (y + Ad) > 0 for every A > X and i € {1,...,7}, where
the last inequality holds because y + Ad is in the relative interior of F. Hence every vector in A
at distance less than min; W from the half-line satisfies all the inequalities, and the claim
follows. Reducing € is without loss of generality, since the statement of the lemma for a smaller e
implies it for the original one.

If 7 has dimension n, then F = P; and A = R". It follows from Dirichlet’s simultaneous
approximation theorem (see, e.g., lemma 2.2 in [3]) that there exists a vector z € Z" at distance
less than € from the half-line {y +Ad: > 5\}. We then obtain z € F = P; C P. Therefore, in the
remainder of the proof, we assume that F has dimension at most n — 1.

Denote by n’ the dimension of A, which coincides with the dimension of F, and is there-
fore at most n — 1. Since P; is rational, there exist W € Q™" and w € Q' such that A =
{zx € R" : Wz = w}. Since A contains integer points, it follows from Lemma |1| that there exists a
map 7 : R” — R” of the form 7(2') = & + Uz’ with & € Z" and U € Q"*" of full rank, such that

A=7m(R"),
ANzZ® = x(Z").

Let v/ := 75 (y) and d' := 75 (y + d) — ¢/, where 7% denotes the inverse of 7, so that m(y') =y
and 7(y + d') = y + d. Note that y/ € Z", since y € ANZ" = 7(Z""), and that d’ # 0, since
Ud =d # 0. Let € := €/||U||, which is well defined since U has full rank, hence |[U]| > 0. It
follows from Dirichlet’s simultaneous approximation theorem (see, e.g., lemma 2.2 in [3]) that there
exists a vector 2/ € Z" at distance less than € from the half-line {y/ + A\d' : A > A}. Let z := m(2/).
Then, z € ANZ".

We show that z is at distance less than e from the half-line {y +Ad: > 5\}. To see this, let ¢’
be a vector in the half-line {y/ + Ad’ : X > A} such that ||z’ — ¢|| < €. Define ¢ := & + Uq/, which
is in the half-line {y +Ad:A> 5\} Then,

2—q=(@+Ud)—(@+Uqd)=U(—-¢),

thus
Iz =qll = U =) < U =4l < |U]| €= e.

Since z € A and z is at distance less than € from the half-line, it follows that z € F C Py C P, and
therefore z € P NZ". O

Given a function f : R — R and a ray R(y,d) in R", the restriction of f to R(y,d) is the
univariate function fr(, ) : R>0 — R defined by

Try,a)(A) = f(y + Ad).

If f is a polynomial function, then fr(, q) is a univariate polynomial, and f is unbounded below
on R(y,d) if and only if lim) 1 fr(y,a)(A) = —00.

We are now ready to present our proof of Proposition [5 The idea is the following. We compare
the restriction of f to R(y,d), which is a univariate polynomial of degree at most three, with
its restrictions to the nearby rays R(y + z,d) with ||z|| < e: the leading coefficient T'[d, d, d] is
unchanged, while the remaining coefficients are perturbed by quantities that vanish as e tends to
zero. Whenever the coefficient responsible for the unboundedness of f on R(y,d) survives such a



perturbation, f tends to —oo on the entire neighborhood of the ray, and Lemma [2] supplies the
integer points of P that are needed to conclude. The delicate case is the one in which the restriction
of f to R(y,d) is linear: there the coefficient of \? is zero and is perturbed by 32TT[d,d], which
may be positive, so that f tends to +oc on some of the nearby rays. If T'[d, d] is the zero vector this
cannot happen; otherwise, we choose y so that the degree of the restriction is as large as possible,
which makes the linear inequality 3z'7T[d,d] + M|[d,d] > 0 valid for the integer hull of P, and we
work inside the face of the integer hull on which this inequality is tight, where the perturbation
vanishes.

Proof of Proposition[5 From Observation [T, we can write f, up to an additive constant, which
does not affect the statement, in the form

f(z) =Tz, z,z] + M|z, x| + V],

where T € R™*"™*" ig a symmetric tensor, M € R™ " is a symmetric matrix, and V € R". The
restriction of f to R(y,d) is given by

RN = fy+ Ad) = az\® + asA? + a1\ + ag, (3)
where
az :=TI[d,d,d],
ag := 3Ty, d,d] + M[d,d],
ay :=3Ty,y,d] + 2M[y, d] + V[d],
ao := Ty, y,y] + My, y] + Vyl.

Note that fr(y.q)()) is a univariate polynomial function of degree at most three. Consider the
set of all vectors § € P NZ"™ such that f is unbounded below on R(y,d). This set contains y,
and, since the degree of fr(yq) is at most three for every such g, it contains a vector for which
this degree is maximal. It suffices to prove the statement for such a vector; thus, by replacing y
with it, we can assume that y maximizes the degree of fr(, ) among all vectors of P N Z" from
which f is unbounded below along the direction d, and we then show that f is unbounded below
on PNZ"N (R(y,d) + Be) for every e > 0. We denote by deg (fR(y,d)) the degree of fr(,q). Since

f is not constant on R(y, d), this degree is either 1, 2, or 3.
For every z € R", the restriction of f to R(y + z,d) is given by

fly+ 2+ M) = as\® + (az + 02(2)) A2 + (a1 + 61(2)) A+ (ag + do(2)), (4)

where
(52(2)
51(2)
do(2)

For every constant € > 0, we define the function f;?,(y d) " R>p — R as

3Tz, d, d],
6Ty, z,d] + 3Tz, z,d] +2M|z, d],
3Ty, z,2] + 3Ty, y, 2] + Tz, 2, 2] + 2M|y, 2] + M [z, 2] + V[z].

fRayN) =max{f(y+z+Ad) : ||2]| < €}
From , for every € > 0 and A > 0, we have

FriyayN) < asX® + (az + Ag) A + (a1 + Ap) A+ (ag + Ap) (5)



where

Ay = 3e|T] [d|f?,
Ay = e 6|7 iyl dll + 21121 [ld]}) + 3 171 [1d]],
Ao = e (BIITI lyl* + 2 Myl + IVI) + € BTyl + M) + € |1 T]-

In the remainder of the proof, we consider separately the cases deg ( fR(y’d)) € {3,2,1}. Recall
that, by assumption,

im freya(X) = lm f(y+Ad)=—oo. (6)

A—400

Case deg (fR(y’d)) =3. In this case, fr(y,a)(A) is cubic. From and (6), we have
az < 0.

Fix a constant € > 0. From (f]), we obtain TRy d)()\) — —00, as A — +o00. From Lemma for

every A > 0, there exists a vector in
PNZ'N{y+z4+Ad: |z <e,A> A},

Since f(y+ 2z + Ad) < TRy d)()\) for every z with ||z]| < ¢, we obtain that f is unbounded below on
PNZ"N(R(y,d) + Be). This concludes the proof in the case deg (fR(y,d)) = 3.

Case deg (fR(y’d)) =2. In this case, fr(,,q)(A) is quadratic. From and @, we have
a3 =0, a2 <0.

Fix a constant € > 0. Our goal is to show that f is unbounded below on P N Z" N (R(y,d) + Be).
Since this set shrinks as e decreases, it suffices to prove the statement after reducing €. Without
loss of generality, we can assume ag + Ag < 0. To ensure this, we may reduce e, if ||T']| # 0, so that

P
€ Ty T———
3T d1?

(Note that when [|T[| = 0 we have Ay = 0, and no reduction is needed.) From (B), we obtain
f;z(y d)(/\) — —00, as A = 4o00. From Lemma for every A > 0, there exists a vector in

PNZ'N{y+z+Ad: |z <e,A> A},

We obtain that f is unbounded below on P NZ" N (R(y, d) + Be). This concludes the proof in the
case deg (fR(y,d)) = 2.
Case deg (fR(%d)) =1. In this case, fr(yq)(A) is linear. From and @, we have

QSIO, CLQZO, a1<0

Fix a constant € > 0. Our goal is to show that f is unbounded below on PNZ"N(R(y,d) + Bc). As
in the previous case, it suffices to prove the statement after reducing e. Without loss of generality,
we can assume a1 + A; < 0. To ensure this, we may reduce ¢, so that

[ if |7 = 0, | M] > 0,
€
VISt ||T) > o,
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where 8 := 6 ||T|| ||y|| ||| +2 ||M || ||d|| and v := 3||T|| ||d||. (Note that when 8 =~ = 0 no reduction
is needed.) We can then rewrite ay and da(z) in the form

ag = 3y T[d,d] + MId, d),

where we recall that T'[d, d] is the tensor contraction defined in Section
In the remainder of the proof, we consider separately the sub-cases T'[d,d] = 0 and T'[d, d] # 0.

Sub-case T[d,d] = 0. In this sub-case we have d3(z) = 0 for every z € R", thus from (), for
every A > 0, we have

FraayN) < a3A? + as)? + (a1 + A1) A+ (a0 + Ao)

Since in this case we also have a3 = 0, as = 0, and a1 + A1 < 0, we obtain f762(y d)()\) — —00, as

A — 400. From Lemma [2| for every A > 0, there exists a vector in

PNZ"N{y+z+Ad:|z] <e, A=A},
We obtain that f is unbounded below on P NZ" N (R(y,d) + Be). This concludes the proof in this
sub-case.

Sub-case T'[d,d] # 0. In this sub-case, we show that, for every € P NZ", we have
32" T[d,d) + M[d,d] > 0.

Assume, for a contradiction, that there exists x € PNZ" such that 3z"T[d, d] + M|d,d] < 0. Then,
R(z,d) is a ray of P. The restriction of f to R(x,d) is

fR@amA) = flz+ Ad) = azA’ + ah\* + a) A + aj,

where

ab = 3Tz, d,d] + M|d, d],

ay = 3T [x,z,d] +2M|z,d] + V[d],

ay :=T[z,z, 2] + Mz, z] + V|z].
Since a3 = 0 and a}, < 0, f is unbounded below on R(z,d). However, x € PNZ" and deg (fR(gJ’d)) =
2>1=deg ( fR(y,d)), which contradicts our choice of y.

Let Pr be the integer hull of P, i.e., P; = conv(P NZ"). It is well known that P; is a rational

polyhedron; see theorem 16.1 in [23]. The linear inequality 3zTT[d, d] + M|d,d] > 0 is then also
valid for P;. Consider now the hyperplane

H:= {xER":SxTT[d,d]—l-M[d,d] :0}
- {y+zeR”:zTT[d,d]:O},

and the face F of P; defined by
F=PrNnH.

Note that F is a rational polyhedron, since it is a face of the rational polyhedron P, even though
‘H need not be a rational hyperplane; moreover, F NZ" C Py NZ" =P NZ".

11



We show that the ray R(y,d) is contained in F. To do so, observe that R(y,d) is contained in
Pr, because y € Py and d € rec.cone(P) = rec.cone(Pr). Furthermore, R(y,d) is contained in H

because
3Ty + Ad,d,d] + M[d,d] = 3T[y,d,d] + 3AT'[d,d,d] + M|d, d]

= 3X\a3 + as
=0,

where the last equality follows from the assumptions as = as = 0 of this case.
Define the function f;z{; 4 R>0 = Ras

Rty (V) = max {f(y +z4+Xd): 2" T[d,d) =0, ||z] < 6} .
From , for every A > 0, we have

f;é{y,d)()‘) < azA’ 4+ a2A’ + (a1 4+ A1) A+ (a0 + Ao) .

Since in this case we also have ag = 0, as = 0, and a; + A; < 0, we obtain f;{y d)()\) — —00, as
A — 400. From Lemma [2| applied to F, for every A > 0, there exists a vector in

FNZ'n{y+z+Md: |z <e, A=A}
:fﬂZ”ﬂ{y+z+)\d:zTT[d,d]:0, 1] ge,Azx}.

Here the equality of the two sets holds because every vector of F C H at distance less than € from
a vector y + Ad € H can be written as y + Ad + z with 27T[d,d] = 0 and ||z|| < e. We obtain that
f is unbounded below on F NZ" N (R(y,d) + Bc) € PNZ" N (R(y,d) + Be). This concludes the
proof in this sub-case. ]

4 Proofs of Propositions 1}, 2, and

4.1 Proof of Proposition
Let k£ > 4 be an integer. We show that Proposition |1 holds with

P:={xe R?: 2 < 0} and f(x) =21+ (1 + (—xl)k_4) (x% - x2)2, (7)

with the convention (—21)? = 1. For k = 4, up to a factor two in the second term, f is the function
o1+ (22 — 29)?, which tends to —oco along the integer points (—t,¢2), t € N, of the parabola x3 = z?,
while the region where it is nonpositive is a neighborhood of this parabola whose width grows only
like \/w , so that it eventually leaves every strip of bounded width. The factor 1 + (—z1)*4,
which is at least one on P, only raises the degree to k without affecting this picture. The function
71+ (22 —12)? is a variant of the quartic yo — (y2 —%?)? in proposition 5.3 in [4], which is unbounded
on R? but bounded on every ray, and which is in turn inspired by a classical example of Frank
and Wolfe [I7]; Proposition |1] adds the integer setting, the extension to every degree k > 4, and
the boundedness on neighborhoods of rays of any width. We first prove a slightly more general
statement, over the reals rather than only on the integer points, which is also what the comparison
with the continuous setting in Section [I] uses.
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Lemma 3. Let P C R? be a polyhedron, let h: R? — R be a polynomial function such that h(x) > 1
for every x € P, and let

f(@) =21 + h(z) (2] — x2)2 :
Then, for every ray R(y,d) of P and every constant € > 0, f is bounded below on PN(R(y,d) + Be).

Proof. Fix a ray R(y,d) of P and € > 0, and let S := {x € P : f(x) < 0}. We first show that S is
contained in a thin region around the parabola To = x%, x1 < 0. Let x € S. Since h(z) > 1, we
have x; < —h(x) (a:% — 562) <0, and (951 - :1:2) < —z1/h(x) < —x;. Writing ;1 = —t with ¢ > 0,
we obtain

To=1t+s for some s € R with |s| < V2. (8)

Next, we show that S N (R(y,d) + B¢) is bounded. Let £ := {y+ Ad: A € R} be the line
containing R(y,d), so that R(y,d) + Bc € L + B, and it suffices to show that S N (L + B,) is
bounded. We distinguish two cases.

Assume first d; = 0, so that £ = {3: eER?:x; = y1} is a vertical line. For every x € SN(L + B,),
we have |21 —y1| <€, thus t = —zy < |y1]|+€ =: to, and, by (§), |z2| < 2+ /To. Hence SN (L + B)
is bounded.

Assume now d; # 0. Then £ = {x eR?2: 29 =ax; + b}, where a := dz/d; and b := y2 — ay;.
The Euclidean distance of a point € R? from £ is |xg — azy — b|/V/1 + a2, thus every = € L + B

satisfies
|rg —axy —b] <€ == eV/1+ a2

On the other hand, for every x € S, writing 1 = —t and using ,
Ty —ar; —b=t>4+s+at—b > t> =/t — |a|t — |b| =: o(2).

Since ¢(t) — +o00 as t — +oo, there exists tg > 0 such that ¢(t) > € for every ¢t > ty. Therefore,
every x € SN (L + Be) satisfies t = —xz1 < to, and, by (), |z2| < 3 + Vo. Hence SN (L + B,) is
bounded.

We can now conclude. Since SN (R(y,d) + Be) is bounded, its closure is compact, and since f
is continuous, f is bounded below on this set by some constant ¢ € R. Every z € PN (R(y,d) + Be)
that is not in S satisfies f(x) > 0. Therefore, f > min{c,0} on PN (R(y,d) + Be). O

We are now ready to prove Proposition

Proof of Proposition [l Let P and f be as in @ Note that P is a rational polyhedron. The
function f is a polynomial with integer, hence rational, coefficients. Its degree is exactly k: for
k =4, we have f(z) = z1 + 2 (ZL‘% — 332)2, which has degree four, while for £ > 5 the monomials of
(—xp)k4 (1:% - x2)2 have degrees k, k — 1, and k — 2, the one of degree k being (—1)¥~%2}, and all
other monomials of f have degree at most four.

We first show that f is unbounded below on P N Z2. For every t € N, the vector z! := (—t,?)
is in P NZ?, and (2%)? — 2 = 0, thus f(2!) = —t. Hence f(z!) = —oo as t — +o0.

Next, let h(z) := 1+ (—21)¥~4. For every x € P, we have —2; > 0, thus h(z) > 1. By Lemma
for every ray R(y,d) of P and every € > 0, f is bounded below on P N (R(y,d) + Be). O

We remark that the inequality x1 < 0 in the definition of P is needed only when k is odd, since
(—x1)¥* is then negative for x1 > 0. If k is even, we have (—z1)** =251 >0 and h > 1 on all
of R?, thus Lemma [3| applies with P = R?, and Proposmon I 1| holds with P = R?; in particular, for
k =4 it holds with P = R? and f(z) = 21 + (2} —ZL'Q) .
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4.2 Proof of Proposition

The idea is to take a cubic form that is nonnegative on rec.cone(P) and vanishes only on one ray
of rec.cone(P), whose direction d is irrational, together with a linear term that is negative in the
direction d. Along every ray of P whose direction is not a positive multiple of d, the cubic term
dominates and f tends to +oo, while along the ray of P that starts at the origin with direction
d the cubic term vanishes and the linear term drives f to —oo; Proposition [p| then yields the
unboundedness of f on P NZ3. A ray with irrational direction contains at most one integer point,
so f is bounded below also on the integer points of the rays with direction d, and therefore on
the integer points of every ray of P. The construction is based on the one in proposition 2.11
in [4], which is a statement over the reals: we use the same homogeneous cubic, up to sign, and
the same irrational direction d := (21/3,22/3 1), but a different box, a linear rather than quadratic
perturbation, and a proof, by the AM-GM inequality, that T [d,d,d] > 0 on Q with equality only
at d in place of example 2.1 and observation 2.2 there. Proposition |2 I is tight with respect to the
dimension: for n < 2, theorem 1.3 in [I2] certifies unboundedness by exhibiting an integer point of
P and an integer vector of rec.cone(P) along which f is unbounded below, so that rays suffice.

Proof of Proposition[d Let T € Z3*3*3 be the symmetric tensor with nonzero entries
Ty =2, Tago =1, Ts33 =4,
T3 = Thse = To13 = To31 = Ta12 = I321 = —1,
and let V € Z3 with nonzero entry V; = —1. Let f: R?® — R be the cubic function defined by
flx) :=T[z,z,z] + V]x].
Let P C R3 be the rational polyhedron
P:=coneQ, where Q:={zcR¥:1<2;<2 1<2y<2, z3=1}.
Let R(y,d) be a ray of P, so that y € P and d € rec.cone(P) \ {0} = P\ {0}. Since every
nonzero vector of cone Q is a positive multiple of a vector of @, and scaling d by a positive constant

does not change R(y, d), we can assume without loss of generality that d € Q. The restriction of f
to R(y,d) is

Try.a)(A) = f(y + Ad)
=T[d,d,d)\* + 3T[y,d,d]\* + (3T [y, y,d] + V[d]) A + f(y).
We show that T'[d, d,d] > 0 for every d € Q. Since d3 = 1 on Q, we have
T(d,d,d] = 2d3 + d3 + 4 — 6d1ds.
By the AM-GM inequality applied to the three positive terms 2d3, d3, and 4, we obtain
23 + d3 + 4 > 3(2d3 - d - 4)"® = 3(8d3d3)"® = 6dydy,

with equality if and only if 2d3 = d3 = 4, i.e., d; = 2"/3 and dy = 2%/3. Therefore, T[d,d, d] > 0 for
every d € Q, and T'[d,d,d] = 0 holds only when d is the irrational vector d:= (21/3,22/3 1),

Hence, if d # d, we have fRy,d)(A) = +00, as A — +oo. In particular, if d # d, f is bounded
below on R(y, d), and so also on R(y, d) N Z3.

Furthermore, V[d] = —d; = —2'/3 < 0, thus IR, d)()\) — —00, as A — +00. It then follows
from Proposition [5| that f is unbounded below on P N Z3.

It remains to show that f is bounded below on R(y, dN) N Z3 for every y € P. This follows from
the irrationality of d, which implies that each such ray contains at most one integer point: two of
them would give (A\; — Ag)d € Z3 for some \; # Ay, and since d3 = 1 this would force d € Q3. [
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4.3 Proof of Proposition

The construction follows the same template as the one in the proof of Proposition 2] with a quadratic
form in place of the cubic one; the argument is simpler, because the nonnegativity of the leading
coefficient on Q@ now follows by completing the square.

Proof of Proposition[3. Let M € R2*2 be the symmetric matrix

- )

and let V € R? with nonzero entry V; = —1. Let f : R? — R be the quadratic function defined by
f(z) := Mz, z] + V]z].
Let P C R? be the rational polyhedron
P :=cone @, where Q := {:cE]R2 1 <x; <2, 29 =1}

Let R(y,d) be a ray of P, so that y € P and d € rec.cone(P) \ {0} = P\ {0}. Since every
nonzero vector of cone Q is a positive multiple of a vector of Q, and scaling d by a positive constant
does not change R(y, d), we can assume without loss of generality that d € Q. The restriction of f
to R(y,d) is

fry.a)(A) = f(y + Ad)
= M[d,d]\? + (2M [y, d] + V[d]) A + f(v).

We show that M|d,d] > 0 for every d € Q. Since d2 =1 on Q, we have
Mld,d] = d} — 2v/2dy +2 = (di — V2)* >0,

with equality if and only if d; = v/2. Therefore, M|[d, d] > 0 for every d € Q, and M|[d, d] = 0 holds
only when d is the irrational vector d := (v/2,1).

Hence, if d # d, we have fr(y,a)(A) = 400, as A = +oo. In particular, if d # d, f is bounded
below on R(y, d), and so also on R(y,d) N Z2.

Furthermore, V[CZ] = —d; = —V/2 < 0, thus fR(O,J)()‘) — —00, a8 A — +o00. It then follows
from Proposition [5| that f is unbounded below on P N Z2.

It remains to show that f is bounded below on R(y, CZ) N Z? for every y € P. This follows from
the irrationality of d, which implies that each such ray contains at most one integer point: two of
them would give (A; — )\g)d € 72 for some \; # Ao, and since dy = 1 this would force d € Q2. [

5 Proof of Corollary

Corollary [I] is the special case of Theorem [2] in which f is a quadratic function. We give a direct
proof of it that does not rely on Proposition [d and that only uses Proposition [5] together with the
continuous theory of unbounded quadratic optimization; besides being of independent interest, it
serves as a warm-up for the proof of Proposition [4] in Section [6] The proof consists of two steps.
In the first step, we obtain a ray R(y,d) of P, with y not necessarily integer, along which f is
unbounded below; in the quadratic case this ray is provided by theorem 5.2 in [4], which holds for
real coefficients. In the second step, we transfer the unboundedness to a ray R(Zz,d) starting at an
integer point z € P N Z"; the tool for this step is the integrality of P, which allows us to find an
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integer point of P on which an affine function that is negative somewhere on P is negative as well.
The overall structure follows the one of proposition 4 in [11], with two changes: the real ray comes
from theorem 5.2 in [4] rather than from [24], so that rationality is not needed, and Proposition
replaces the final step there, which relies on the rationality of the direction of the ray.

Proof of Corollary[1] If there exists a ray R(y,d) of P such that, for every € > 0, f is unbounded
below on PNZ"N(R(y,d) + B.), then f is unbounded below on PNZ", since PNZ"N(R(y, d) + Be) C
P NZ"™. This proves the “if” direction.

For the “only if” direction, assume that f is unbounded below on PNZ"™. Due to Proposition 3]
it suffices to show that there exists a ray R(z, d) of P with z € Z" such that f is unbounded below
on R(z,d).

We first show that we can assume that P is integral, i.e., that P = conv(P NZ"). Let Pr :=
conv(P NZ™) be the integer hull of P. Since P is a rational polyhedron and P N Z" is nonempty,
because f is unbounded below on it, it is well known that P is a rational polyhedron with PyNZ"™ =
P NZ" and rec.cone(Pr) = rec.cone(P); see theorem 16.1 in [23]. In particular, f is unbounded
below on Py NZ", and every ray of Py is a ray of P, since Py C P and rec.cone(Pr) = rec.cone(P).
Hence it suffices to prove the statement for P;, and we assume from now on that P is integral.

From Observation [I, we can write f, up to an additive constant, which does not affect the
statement, in the form

f(z) = Mlz,a] + V]al,

where M € R"*" is a symmetric matrix and V' € R"™. Recall from Sectionthat M]d] € R™ denotes
the contraction of M with d, so that M([z,d] = 2T M|[d] for every z € R".

Since P NZ" C P, the function f is unbounded below on P. It then follows from theorem 5.2
in [4] that there exists a ray R(y,d) of P such that f is unbounded below on R(y,d). Here y € P
and d € rec.cone(P) \ {0}, but y need not be an integer vector. For every z € R", by expanding
the bilinear form and the linear form, the restriction of f to R(z,d) is given by

fRza)(N) = Mz + Ad, z+ Ad] + V [z + Ad]
= M|z, 2] + 2\ M[z,d] + \*M|d, d] + V[2] + \V[d] (9)
= M[d,d] \* + g(2) A + f(2), where g(z) := 22T M[d] + V[d],

and we note that g : R" — R is an affine function of 2. Since fr(,,q) is a univariate polynomial of
degree at most two that is unbounded below on R, exactly one of the following two cases occurs:
either M|d,d] < 0, or M[d,d] = 0 and ¢(y) < 0. Indeed, if M[d,d] > 0, or if M[d,d] = 0 and
g(y) = 0, then fr(, 4 is bounded below on Rx.

We now transfer this unboundedness to a ray of P that starts at an integer point. For every
z € PNZ", the set R(zZ,d) is a ray of P, because z € P and d € rec.cone(P), and its restriction
is given by @D with z = z. Note that the quadratic coefficient M|[d,d] does not depend on the
starting point of the ray, while the linear coefficient g(z) does.

Consider first the case M[d,d] < 0. Then fR(z,4) Is @ quadratic polynomial with negative leading
coefficient, thus fr(z4)(A) = —00 as A — +o0, for every z € P NZ", and we are done.

Consider now the case M|d,d] = 0 and g(y) < 0. In this case, fr(.,a)(A\) = g(2)A + f(2) for
every z € R", thus it suffices to find z € P N Z" with g(z) < 0. Since P is integral, we have
y € P = conv(P NZ"), thus there exist z1,...,2 € PNZ" and pu1,...,pur > 0 with >y =1
such that y = >, 2. Since g is affine, we obtain

> mglz) =g (Z mn) =g(y) <0,
=1 =1
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hence g(z;) < 0 for at least one [ € {1,...,7r}. Let Z:= 2. Then fr(zq)(\) = g(2)A + f(2) = —o0
as A — 400, and we are done. (We remark that, if the contraction M|[d] is the zero vector, then g
is the constant V[d] < 0, and any z € P N Z"™ works.)

In both cases, we have found a ray R(z,d) of P with z € Z™ such that f is unbounded below
on R(Z,d). Proposition |5 then implies that there exists y € P NZ" such that, for every € > 0, f is
unbounded below on P NZ"™ N (R(y,d) + Be), which concludes the proof. O

This argument does not extend to cubic functions, although theorem 5.2 in [4] holds for polyno-
mials of degree at most three, so that a ray of P along which f is unbounded below is still available.
The transfer of the unboundedness to an integer starting point still works when the restriction of f
to the ray is cubic or quadratic, because the corresponding leading coefficient does not depend on
the starting point, or depends on it affinely. It breaks down when the restriction is linear: there the
coefficient of A is quadratic in the starting point, so writing y as a convex combination of integer
points of P no longer yields one at which that coefficient is negative. For this reason, the proof of
Proposition [] in Section [6] does not start from a ray over the reals, and it obtains a direction as a
limit of normalized integer points instead.

6 Proof of Proposition

In this section, we prove Proposition [4] thereby completing the proof of Theorem [2 The proof is
quite long. To make it more readable, it is subdivided into several claims.

The proof is by induction on n, and the inductive step consists of three stages. In the first
stage, we reduce to the case in which P is pointed, integral, and full-dimensional, and contains the
origin in its interior (Claims , and we extract a sequence of integer points of rec.cone(P) along
which f tends to —oco (Claim @ At this point, either f is unbounded below on some ray of P
starting at an integer point, and the proposition holds, or f is bounded below on every such ray;
the remaining two stages are carried out in the latter case, and show that it cannot occur. In the
second stage, we establish some elementary facts about the restrictions of f to such rays (Claims
. In the third stage, we iterate a projection argument: we successively project the sequence,
along directions obtained as limits of normalized points, onto faces of rec.cone(P) of smaller and
smaller dimension, and we show that the projected sequences inherit the unboundedness of f. The
projection can always be iterated (Claim, while the faces that it produces always have dimension
at least two (Claim ; since each projection strictly decreases the dimension, these two facts are
incompatible, and the proposition follows. The projected points are, in general, not integer. This
is not an obstacle, because the argument uses the integrality of the original sequence and of P, and
never that of the projected points; this is what allows the projection to be iterated.

The sequence provided by Claim [6] is not the sequence used in the continuous setting. There,
the corresponding statement is lemma 5.1 in [4], which is due to [I, [19], and which yields a sequence
{xj }j N of vectors of P along which f decreases to —oco, whose norms increase to +oo, and which

is minimal, in the sense that f(x) > f(2/) for every & € P with ||z|| < ||2/||. We do not require
the minimality property, and we require instead that the vectors be integer and lie in rec.cone(P).
These two properties have no counterpart in the continuous setting, and they are what makes the
sequence a chain of order 0, in the sense defined below, which is the object that the projection
argument of the third stage operates on.

Proof of Proposition[f} Let P = {x € R": Az < b}, where A € Z™*"™ and b € Z™; this is without
loss of generality, since P is a rational polyhedron, and we can scale each of its defining inequalities
by a positive integer. We then have rec.cone(P) = {x € R" : Az < 0}.
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The proof is by induction on n. If n = 1, then P is unbounded, since f is unbounded below
on PNZ, thus either P =R, or P ={y+ Ad: A >0} with y € Q and d € {+1,—1}. In the first
case, the univariate polynomial f is unbounded below on Z, thus it tends to —co as A — 400 or as
A — —o0, and the proposition holds by choosing the ray R(0,1) or the ray R(0,—1), respectively.
In the second case, the univariate polynomial A — f(y 4+ Ad) is unbounded below on [0, +00), thus
it tends to —oo as A — +o00, and the proposition holds, by choosing the ray R([y],1), if d = +1,
and the ray R(|y],—1), if d = —1. This concludes our base case. In the remainder of the proof,
we consider the inductive case.

Stage 1: reductions.

Claim 1. We can assume that P is pointed.

Proof of claim. Let Py, P2, ..., Pon be the intersections of P with the 2" orthants of R™. Since each
vector in P NZ™ is in at least one of these finitely many polyhedra, there exists ¢ € {1,2,...,2"}
such that f is unbounded below on P; N Z". Each P; is pointed, since rec.cone(P;) is contained
in an orthant, and therefore contains no line. Furthermore, rec.cone(P;) C rec.cone(P), for every
i€{1,2,...,2"}, thus every ray of P; is a ray of P. o

Claim 2. We can assume that P is integral.

Proof of claim. It suffices to recall that the integer hull of P, which is the convex hull of the
integer points in P, is a rational polyhedron with the same recession cone as P; see theorem 16.1
n [23]. Moreover, it has the same integer points as P, and every ray of it is a ray of P. o

Claim 3. We can assume that, for every rational hyperplane H of R™, f is bounded below on
PNHNZ". In particular, we can assume that P is full-dimensional.

Proof of claim. Assume that there exists a rational hyperplane H of R™ such that f is unbounded
below on PNHNZ"™. In particular, H contains integer points. It then follows from Lemma [I| that
there exists a map 7 : R*~' — R" of the form n(y) = # 4+ Uy with & € Z" and U € Q"*("=1) of
full rank, such that

HNZ" =7(Z" Y.

Let
P i={2 e R" ' AUZ <b— Ai},

so that 7(P’) = P N H. Furthermore, let f/ : R""! — R be defined by f'(z') := f(r(2)) =
f(z 4+ Ugz'). Then, f' is unbounded below on P’ N Z"~!, since U has full rank, thus 7 is injective,
and (P’ NZ"Y) = 7(P") Nw(Z" 1) = PNHNZ" By induction, there exists a ray R(y,d’) of
P’ with 4/ € Z"~! such that f’ is unbounded below on R(y,d’). Let y :== & + Uy’ and d := Ud'.
Then, y € Z™ and R(y, d) is a ray of P. Furthermore, f is unbounded below on this ray, so we are
done. Therefore, we can assume that, for every rational hyperplane H of R™, f is bounded below
on PNHNZ".

If P is not full-dimensional, then it is contained in a rational hyperplane H. But then f is
bounded below on PNHNZ" =P NZ", a contradiction. o

Claim 4. rec.cone(P) is full-dimensional.
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Proof of claim.  Assume, for a contradiction, that rec.cone(P) is not full-dimensional. Since
rec.cone(P) is a rational polyhedron of dimension less than n containing the origin, it is contained
in a rational hyperplane through the origin, thus there exists a € Z" \ {0} with a'd = 0 for
every d € rec.cone(P). It follows that a'z is bounded on P, since P is the sum of a polytope
and rec.cone(P), and it is an integer for every x € P NZ". Therefore, there exist finitely many

integers cy, ca, .. ., ¢ such that each vector in P N Z™ lies in one of the rational hyperplanes H; :=
{x eER:a"zx = Ci}7 forie {1,2,...,k}. Claimimplies that f is bounded below on P NH,; NZ",
for every i € {1,2,...,k}. Hence, f is bounded below on P NZ", which gives us a contradiction. ¢

Claim 5. We can assume that the origin O is in the interior of P.

Proof of claim. It follows from Claim [4] that there exists a vector v € Z" in the interior of
rec.cone(P). Now let y € P NZ". It is simple to check that y + v € Z™ is in the interior of P. We
can now perform the change of variables 2’ = x — (y + v), and obtain that 0 is in the interior of
the resulting polyhedron. Since y + v is an integer vector, the resulting polyhedron is still rational,
pointed, integral, and full-dimensional, it has the same recession cone as P, and it satisfies the
property of Claim [3} moreover, the resulting function is still a polynomial of degree at most three.
o

The reductions in Claims modify P. In the remainder of the proof, P = {x € R" : Az < b}
denotes the resulting polyhedron, where A € Z™*™ and b € Z™, and aI,a-Qr, .. .,aL denote the

rows of A. We remark that 0 € P and rec.cone(P) is a cone imply rec.cone(P) C P, and that
rec.cone(P) is pointed, since P is pointed.

Claim 6. There exists a sequence {ﬂ }jeN of vectors in P NZ" satisfying

lim  f(27) = —o0, (10a)
J—+0o0

f(@?) > f (27T Vj €N, (10b)
2/ € rec.cone(P) Vi eN, (10c)
lim (27| = oo, (10d)
J—+o0

7] < [l 1) vj € N. (10e)

Proof of claim. Since f is unbounded below on P NZ", there exists a sequence {:Ej }j N of vectors
in P NZ" satisfying (10a)). By passing to a subsequence of {mj }j oy With monotonically decreasing

f(27), we can assume that also holds.

Next, we show that there are infinitely many indices j € N such that z’/ € rec.cone(P). If not,
there exists k € N such that, for every j > k, 27 ¢ rec.cone(P). For every j > k, since 7 is in P but
not in rec.cone(P), there exist i € {1,2,...,m} and an integer ¢ € {1,...,b;} such that a] 2/ = ¢
(note that b; > 1 for every 4, since 0 is in the interior of P). Since there are finitely many such pairs
(i,c¢), there is at least one hyperplane H := {a: e R"™: a;r:r = c} containing infinitely many points
among z7, for j > k. It then follows that f is unbounded below on P N'H N Z™. This contradicts
Claim [3

Since there are infinitely many indices j € N such that 27 € rec.cone(P), the corresponding sub-

sequence of {a;j }j e also satisfies (10c)). Property (10d)) holds because f (xj ) — —oo by (10a)), while
f is bounded on every bounded set. By passing to a subsequence of {xf }j N

increasing ||z7|, we can assume that also (10} holds. o

with monotonically
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Stage 2: restrictions of f to rays.
From Observation (I, we can write f, up to an additive constant, which does not affect the
statement, in the form
f(x) =T[z,z,z] + M[x,z] + V]z],

where T' € R™*"*™ is a symmetric tensor, M € R"*™ is a symmetric matrix, and V € R". For
every y,d € R", multilinearity and symmetry give the following identity of polynomials in A € R:

fy+Md) =T[d,d,d] X\ + (3T[y,d,d] + M[d,d]) * + va(y) A + [ (y), (11)
where
va(y) = 3Ty, y,d] + 2M]y, d] + V[d]. (12)

Recall from Section 2]that T'[d, v] € R™ denotes the contraction of T' with d and v, so that T'[z, d,v] =
x"T[d,v] for every 2 € R™, and that, by symmetry, T'[z, d,v] is invariant under permutations of its
arguments. In particular, the condition 7'[d,v] = 0 means that T'[x,d,v] = 0 for every x € R™.

In the remainder of the proof, we argue by contradiction, and we assume that

lim f(z+vw) # -0 VzePNZ", Yw € rec.cone(P) \ {0} . (13)

v—400

Since R(Z,w) is a ray of P for every z € P and w € rec.cone(P) \ {0}, the negation of is
precisely the statement of Proposition We will derive a contradiction from . Recall that
0 € PNZ" by Claim [5}, thus can be applied with z = 0.

Claim 7. For every c € R™\ {0}, there exists 2 € P NZ" such that ¢z < 0.
Proof of claim.  Since 0 is in the interior of P (Claim , there exists e > 0 such that z° :=
—ec € P, and c"2° = —¢||c||? < 0. Since P is integral (Claim , we have P = conv(P NZ"),

thus z° = >,z for some z1,...,2, € PNZ" and p1,...,pu, > 0 with >, g = 1. Since
> ez = c"2° < 0, we obtain ¢"% < 0 for some [ € {1,...,7}. o

Claim 8. Let Z € PNZ" and w € rec.cone(P). Then the univariate polynomial v — f(Z + vw) is
either constant or has a positive leading coefficient. In particular:

(a) Thw,w,w] > 0;
(b) if Tlw,w,w] =0, then 3Tz, w,w| + M[w,w] > 0;
(c) if Tw,w,w] =0 and 3Tz, w,w] + M[w,w] = 0, then v,(z) > 0.

Proof of claim.  If w = 0, the polynomial is constant. Otherwise, a nonconstant univariate
polynomial with negative leading coefficient tends to —co as v — 400, which is excluded by .
Items |(a)H(c)| follow by reading off the coefficients in with y = Z and d = w. o

For every unit vector e € rec.cone(P), we define
l(e) :=inf{f(Xe): A >0}.

By Claim [8 with Z = 0, the polynomial A — f()\e) is bounded below on R>, thus ¢(e) € R. The
next two claims are the analytic core of the proof. In both claims, {ej }j N denotes a sequence of unit

vectors in rec.cone(P) such that ¢(e/) — —o0, as j — +00. We use the shorthand Tj := T'[e?, e/, €],
M; == MIe’,€e’], V;j := V[el], so that

FONT) = TN + MjN? + V), (14)
and we note that T > 0 by Claim [J(a)l and that [M;| < ||M|| and |V;| < ||V]| for every j € N.
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Claim 9. Let {ej }jeN be a sequence of unit vectors in rec.cone(P) with £(e/) — —oo, and assume
that e/ — e. Then Tle,e,e] =0, M[e,e] = 0, and V]e] > 0.

Proof of claim. Note that e € rec.cone(P), since rec.cone(P) is closed, and that T; — T'e, e, €],
M; — Mle,e], V; = V]e] by continuity.

Since Tj > 0 for every j, we have T'e, e, e] > 0. Assume, for a contradiction, T'[e, e, e] > 0, and
let 0 :=T'e, e, e]/2. For j large enough we have T; > §, thus, for every A > 0,

Fe?) 2 0N — [ M|IN? —[[V]|A.

The right-hand side is a cubic with positive leading coefficient, thus it is bounded below on R>q
by a constant independent of j. Hence £(e’) is bounded below, contradicting ¢(e/) — —oc. This
shows T'e, e, e] = 0.

Since T'[e,e,e] = 0, Claim with w = e and z = 0 gives M[e,e] > 0. Assume, for a
contradiction, M[e, e] > 0. For j large enough we have M; > Mfe, e]/2, thus, for every A > 0, using
T;A3 >0,

V]

f) 2 2Mle,e]’

M
“lvwinz -

Hence /(e?) is bounded below, contradicting £(e’) — —oo. This shows M[e, e] = 0.
Finally, Claim [§(c)| with w = e and z = 0 gives V[e] = 7.(0) > 0. ©

Claim 10. Let {ej} ey be a sequence of unit vectors in rec.cone(P) with £(e/) — —oo. Then it is
impossible that both of the following conditions hold:

(i) M; >0 for every j large enough;
(it) there exists a constant K > 0 such that max {0, —V;} < KM; for every j large enough.

Proof of claim. Assume that both |(i)| and hold. Let gj(\) := f(Ae?), as in (14). For every j
large enough and every A > K, we have

gj(N) = 3TjA° + 2MA + V; > 2MA + V; > 2K M; + V; > 2max {0, —V;} + V; > 0,
where we used T > 0, M; > 0, and Hence g; is nondecreasing on [K, 4+00), and
(e’) = min{g;(A) : A € [0, K|} > min {f (=) : |lz|| < K},

which is a finite constant independent of j, since f is continuous. This contradicts £(e?) — —occ. ©

Stage 3: chains of projections. = We now introduce the objects that are iteratively constructed
in the third stage of the proof. Given a face F of rec.cone(P) and a vector u € F \ {0}, we will
project points of F along —u onto a proper face of F. The properties of the resulting sequences
are collected in the following definition. Let k > 0 be an integer. A chain of order k consists of

e faces rec.cone(P) = Fy 2 F1 2 -+ 2 Fj, of rec.cone(P);
e unit vectors di,...,d; with d; € F;_1, for i € {1,...,k};
e for each i € {0,1,...,k}, a sequence {xf} N of vectors in F; \ {0} with f(z]) — —o0, as
. Je ) )
j — o0, such that =) € Z" for every j € N, and, for ¢ > 1, ] = z]_; — p; jd; for some
pij = 0;
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such that, writing '
J
. x
el = ;—1 Vie{l,...,k+1}, Vj €N,
[y

the following conditions hold:

(C1) eg — d;, as j — +oo, for every i € {1,..., k};

(C2) for every i € {1,...,k}, there exist 0;; € R and 7,; > 0, for j € N, such that eg =
o jd; + Ti,jegH for every j € N, and 05 — 1, 735 — 0, as j — +o0;

(C3) T[dg,dp) = 0 for every a,b € {1,...,k};

(C4) Mldg,dp] =0 for every a,b e {1,...,k};

(C5) V]ds] > 0 for every a € {1,...,k};

(C6) va4,(2) > 0 for every a € {1,...,k} and every z € PNZ".

We make some remarks. The vectors xz with ¢« > 1 are, in general, not integer; only the vectors ZL‘%
are required to be integer. Since F; C rec.cone(P) C P, all vectors :cf lie in P, and R(O, e{) is a ray
of P. Since f is bounded on every bounded set, f (:Uz ) — —oo implies H:cz || = oo. All conditions in
the definition are preserved if we replace j by a subsequence, simultaneously for all i € {0,...,k};
we will do so several times without further comment. Since the inclusions F;_1 2 F; are strict,
we have dim(Fy) < dim(rec.cone(P)) — k. For k = 0, conditions [(C1)H(C6)| are vacuous, and the

sequence {a:j }j N of Claim|§| (after removing the vector 0, which can appear at most once) is a
chain of order 0, with xé := 27 and Fy := rec.cone(P).

Claim 11. Let dy,...,d, € R" satisfy|(C3), |(C4 ), and|(C6). Let z € PNZ" and w := Zszl Aadq

with A1, ..., A\ > 0. Then, for every v € R,

k k
fE+vw)=f(z)+v Z AaVd, (Z), and Z AaYd, (Z) > 0.
a=1 a=1

In particular, f(z —w) < f(2).
Proof of claim. We use with y = z and d = w. By multilinearity and symmetry,

k
Tlw,w,w] = Y A dd Tda, dy] =0,

a,b,c=1

k
3T(z,w,w] + Mlw,w] = > Ay (3277 [da, do] + Mlda, ]) =0,
a,b=1

by |(C3)| and |(C4), Furthermore, 7, (z) is linear in w, thus v,(z) = 2521 AoV, (Z) > 0 by |(C6)
Since ((11)) is an identity of polynomials in v, it holds for every real v, in particular for v = —1. ©

Claim 12. If a chain of order k exists, then dim(Fy) > 2. In particular, k < dim(rec.cone(P)) —2.

Proof of claim. Since Fj contains the nonzero vectors xi, we have dim(Fy) > 1. Assume
dim(F) = 1. Since F, is a face of the pointed rational cone rec.cone(P), it is a pointed rational
cone of dimension one, thus Fi, = R(0,u) for some u € Z"\ {0}. Hence z}, = pju with p; > 0, and
pj — +oo because ||:r:f€|| — oo. Since f(pju) — —oo along a sequence pi; — +00, the univariate
polynomial p +— f(uu) tends to —oo as u — +o00. This contradicts with Zz = 0 and w = u.
The last statement follows from dim(Fj) < dim(rec.cone(P)) — k. o
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The next claim is the heart of the proof.

Claim 13. If a chain of order k exists, then a chain of order k + 1 exists.

Proof of claim. Fix a chain of order k, with the notation introduced above. Let e/ := eiﬂ =

mff / Hmi” The vectors e/ are unit vectors in the closed cone Fj, thus, by passing to a subsequence,
we can assume e/ — u, for some unit vector u € Fj, C rec.cone(P). The proof is subdivided into
ten steps.

Step 1: T[u,u,u) = 0, M[u,u] =0, and V[u] > 0. Since zJ = ||l‘i||€j lies on R(0,¢’), we have

((e?) < f(x]) — —oo. The statement then follows from Claim

Step 2: Tfu,u] = 0.  Assume, for a contradiction, T[u,u] # 0. By Claim [7| there exists
z € PNZ" with T[Z,u,u] = 2'T[u,u] < 0. In with y = z and d = u, the cubic coefficient
is T'[u,u,u] = 0 by Step 1, and the quadratic coefficient is 37'([Z, u, u] + Mu,u] = 3Tz, u, u] < 0.
This contradicts Claim

Step 3: v, (2Z) > 0 for every z € PNZ" By Steps 1 and 2, for every z € R™, the cubic and
quadratic coefficients in with y = Z and d = u vanish, since 3T[2, u, u]+M [u,u] = 32" Tu,u] =
0. The statement then follows from Claim [§(c)

Step 4: M|[d,,u] > 0 for every a € {1,...,k}. Let w:=d, + u, which lies in rec.cone(P). We
have w # 0, since otherwise both u and —u = d, would lie in rec.cone(P), contradicting the fact
that rec.cone(P) is pointed. By multilinearity and symmetry,

Tlw, w,w] = dI T[dg, da] + 3u"T[dg, do) + 3d] T[u,u] +u T[u,u] =0, (15)

by |(C3)[and Step 2. Furthermore, M[w,w] = M{d,, ds] + 2M[dg, u] + M[u, u] = 2M|[d,, u] by
and Step 1. Claim [§(b)| with z = 0 gives M[d,, u] > 0.

Step 5: M]ld,,u] = 0 for every a € {1,...,k}. Fix a € {1,...,k} and assume, for a

J

contradiction, M|[d,,u] > 0. We apply Claim to the sequence {e } of unit vectors in
j€

Fa—1 C rec.cone(P). Since 37{;—1 lies on R(0, ¢}), we have £(e}) < f(xi_l) — —00.
By applying [(C2)|for i = a,a + 1,...,k, we obtain, for every j € N,

k
el = Z cpjdy +0; €, (16)
b=a
where
b—1 k
Ca,j = Oqj, Chj 1= Op H 7i; Vbed{a+1,...,k}, 0j == HTM.
i=a i=a

Indeed, € = 04da + Taj€h i1, €41 = Oat1jdat1 + Tat1,j€) 9, and so on until e] = o ;dy +

Tk’jeiﬂ = o), jdi + Tk’jej. From |(C2)[ we obtain: §; > 0 for every j; cq; — 1; ¢ j — 0 for every
bef{a+1,...,k}; 0 = 0; ¢p; > 0 for every b € {a,...,k} and j large enough; and, for every
be{a,..., k},

0. ko
5 _ iy — 0. (17)
Cb,j 0b,j

We now use to expand the coefficients M; = Mel, el] and Vj = Viel] in (14), where {eg} .
4 j€
plays the role of {eﬂ }j N’
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By all the terms M[dy, dy| vanish, thus
Mlel,el] = 26, Zcb] (dy, ] + H?M[ej,ej] =6;m;,

where

_2201,] [dy, '] + 0, M[e?, e].

Since ¢qj — 1, ¢pj — 0 for b > a, 0; — 0, &/ — u, and |[M[z,y]| < ||[M|| for all unit vectors x,y, we
obtain mJ — 2M[dg,u] > 0. Hence M[el, el] = 6, im; > 0 for j large enough, which is condition .
of Claim

By hnearlty, Viehl = SoF_ i V[dy) + 6;V[e?]. We distinguish two cases.

Case (a): V[dy| > 0 for some b* € {a,...,k}. For j large enough all ¢, ; are positive, and
V]dp] > 0 by |(C5), thus

VIel 2 Vi) = 01V = ey (Vide] = 21V ) >0
53

for j large enough, by (17). Hence maX{O, —V[eg]} = 0 for j large enough, and condition |(ii)| of
Claim [10 holds with K = 0.

Case (b): V[dy] = 0 for every b € {a,...,k}. Then Vel = 0,VI]e], thus |V[e}]| < 0;|V].
Since mj — 2M[dq, u], for j large enough we have m; > M[d,, u], thus

A 174 o 174 o

e (0. ~V(ell} < V1| = 2 el ) < o Ml el

and condition of Claim |10 holds with K = ||V||/M[dq, u].
In both cases, conditions |(i)| and hold, contradicting Claim Hence M|[dg,u] = 0.

Step 6: T[d,,u] = 0 for every a € {1,...,k}.  Assume, for a contradiction, T'[d,,u] # 0 for
some a. By Claim [7| there exists Z € P N Z" with T[2,d,,u] = 2" T[ds,u] < 0. Let w:=d, +u €
rec.cone(P)\ {0}, as in Step 4. By (15), the cubic coefficient in with y = Zz and d = w vanishes,
while the quadratic coefficient is

3Tz, w, w] + M[w,w] = 3 (zTT[da, do] + 2 Tdg, u] + 27 Tu, u])

+ (Mldg,do] + 2M|[dg, u] + Mu, u))
=6T][z,dg,u] <0,

by |(C3)} Step 2, |(C4)| Step 5, and Step 1. This contradicts Claim [§(b)]

Step 7: the new direction. Let dyyj := u € Fj. Steps 1, 2, 5, and 6, together with
and [(C4)], give T'[dq,dy) =0 and M|dg, dp] = 0 for every a,b € {1,...,k+ 1}. Step 1 and [(C5)| give
Vlds] > 0, and Step 3 and [(C6)]| give v, (2) > 0 for every z € PNZ", for every a € {1,...,k +1}.
That is, conditions [(C3) hold for dy,...,dks1. In particular, Claim [11] n applies to dl, oy it
Furthermore, ek+1 = ej —> u = dg+1, which is condition |[(C1)|for ¢ = k + 1.

24



Step 8: the projection.  Since u € rec.cone(P) \ {0} and rec.cone(P) is pointed, we have
—u ¢ rec.cone(P), thus the index set I~ := {i € {1,...,m}:a]u <0} is nonempty. For every
j € N, we define

CLi’UJ

T
R 3 al .73 I > (0 J | .
¢j := min T 1€ > U, Thy1 = T — 45U,

where ¢; > 0 because aiTmi < 0 and aiTu < 0 for every 3 € I—. We show that l‘i+1 € Fyj. Since
Fy is a face of rec.cone(P), we can write Fj, = rec.cone(P) N {a: e R": a r=0Vi € Ik} for some
I, C {1 .,m}. Fori € I, the deﬁnltlon of g; glves aTxiH = aT:Uk —gjaju<0. Fori¢ I, we
have a]u > 0, thus a; ka <a] xk < 0. Hence a;kH € rec.cone(P). For i € Iy, we have a]u = 0
because u € Fy, thus a $k+1 = a xk = 0. Hence ka € Fg. '

Let i; € I™ be an index attaining the minimum in the definition of g;, so that az-Tj xfc =0

Since I~ is finite, by passing to a subsequence we can assume that i; = ¢* for every j € N. We
define
fk+1::fkﬂ{:{:€Rn‘ x—O}

Since the inequality a;';:v < 0 is valid for rec.cone(P) O Fj, the set Fyi1 is a face of Fy, and
therefore a face of rec.cone(P). It is a proper face of Fji, because u € Fj and a}lu < 0. By
construction, $?€+1 € Fi41 for every j € N.

Step 9: f(a:iH) — —00. By the definition of a chain, xé = xiH + w’, where

k
7= "pajda + Gdis1,  PLjy- s Dry @ = 0.
a=1

Sinqe xé € PNZ" Claim [11] applied to di,...,dks1 (see S‘Fep 7) yields f(aciﬂ) = f(x{) —wl) <
f(x}) — —o0. Since f is bounded on every bounded set, |7, || — oo, thus, by discarding finitely

many indices, we can assume :rfC 41 7 0 for every j € N.

Step 10: condition [(C2)(for i =k + 1. Let €i+2 = m{cH/HxiHH, and

. 4; . Hlik-i-lH
O-k—‘rl,j = in’ k—l—l,] -
[l [EAl
Then . ,
) x] x] + qiu )
€y = —i— = T = op it + T Gy
[EAl [l

From al.z ;=0 we obtain ¢; = a; Lol Jal.u, hence

T J
A€

Ohpry =~ S =1 = el — okegull — Ju—ul =0.
A a1
Conclusion.  The faces Fo 2 -+ 2 Fi 2 Fii1, the unit vectors dy, . .., dpy1 with dpy 1 = u € Fy,

and the sequences {x?}jEN, for i € {0,...,k+ 1}, with xiﬂ = xfc — qjdiy1, xf;_s_l € Firi1 \ {0},

and f(:viﬂ) — —oo (Steps 8 and 9), satisfy conditions |[(C1)[and |(C2)| for every i € {1,...,k+ 1}
(by the given chain, Step 7, and Step 10), and conditions |(C3)H(C6)| for every a,b € {1,... . k+ 1}
(Step 7). This is a chain of order k + 1. o

25



We can now conclude the proof of Proposition[d] As observed above, Claim [6] provides a chain of
order 0. By Claim [13|and induction on k, a chain of order k exists for every £ > 0. In particular, a
chain of order n—1 exists, and it satisfies dim(F,,—1) < dim(rec.cone(P))—(n—1) <n—(n—1) =1,
contradicting Claim Hence fails: there exist z € P NZ" and w € rec.cone(P) \ {0} such
that f is unbounded below on the ray R(z,w) of P. O
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